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VJhuii Llii'. iiijjosiiiin firrjt: 1.-, ; u\ planned, wq vrerc fnced vjith a 

soi'^c-v/li/j t: r.la;;.;^ .'1" Inj; ]jroh.Uun: L*.o i^^pc/il: abour. one*, of tlie moi>{: .spoken about 
Loivics tluit j^CfMjJ.ii hrvv. ever \vronderecl about:. T\ili> v/e liave cbosen to do by 
t a'"l:l Ln[3 a r».n\<;. lo ])lir.MK)ir;(jnoa — tlio acl.unl jntcviictions our voluilteers 
j>arl: J.c j.pacc jji in tlic. course ol" l:lnjir ov or yd ay acliivxtles — arid cxaminin;'- it 
wjtdiln a v- ri'jl.y t^f ptrsiK.T. i: J vo s . Thnn, you luve airc-iady ht:ard about t1\o 
content and flcvi.*.! ^ijnnfMit of their J rJ.:t^ r a c t i on pattci'ns ~- boiii for colLo[;o 
iiludc'uts aii'.i for yc.^un;^'; clvLJdr^jn; .iIj^hm: the factor:; in tlielr up-'-brin^,in[; which 
i rd' 1 u f : n c c th o. i i; c:\ j r r n t ■ .so c Lab b e [ \ r.\ v o r ; about how they per c civ e people; and 
ah o u L the r .1 a ( i i m i : ; b i p b e t wc c n the i r i■^ ':■.].?.- p er c e p t io n and n e r a j o c J. ab i 1 i t y 

\v ha u I wo ' 1 Id 1 i I'-.e t o d {.! sc r xb c i s oine b e c inn j n wo r k wb i. c^li at temp I: t o 
cor:bin.e a nninbo'- of Lhese vicv;poirir.s into a tlieoreticaJ. f r :iinev.'ork about the 
n a L u i: e : r; c [ : \ .1. r e 1 m t: i o 1 1 r ■ h j . p s . U c /V* cI o p ( ^ o ]:) Ic ' c p e r c e p t i. s of t h em s e 1 v e :> 
and their inlerartions relate to tl^eir fcel:iri[;s about tho.so re.lation- 

slri-pn^ and thci.r ]M:oj";r e*::sion over tiiuc-? A i'eadin[; of tlie literature 
present^: tv;o p)-ndoiiiinant perr.pe o 1. iver; on tliir; qucGtioii, botli 

of tJiein v.'cll-dc'CL.rienLcid, The fir.sd';^ j:;cnerica.1 ly grouped as equity tluMrriej-^, 
p(\'-tulates tliaL people are most satiiifJ-jd -ichen they believe thcj.r qualities 
mat.ch thc>5;e of their part.nero. According-, to the equJty point of viev;, they 
may irrefcr to interact w:iti'i moi.'e de.Tirablc otherrj, but these relationship.'^ 
art: unstable and v/jd 1 Ijk.'Ty dissipate. Idioujjli the process:; by \;hich tldr, 
d e V e .1 o p <; ;i s u n c J, e a r , i n h < tahl .1. :i ■ y a i id d 5. s a t.i s fact j on ma y r e u 1 1 from 1 1 1 e 
p,u.ilt of tlie "over-tev;nr(h-d"partricr , the deprivation of the 'Vinder-rewardcd" 
]u:r;;nn, or of e.nirr.e, lo'Ju I'dtlr.:*)' way, s table ,::atisfyi ng , endvir .in.f^ relatJ.on- 
jilii.])?;] are most 1 1 ::e I y vdien tdie pnrMcLpantn feel they are more or le.sr> 
evenly matched — thoui;,]i the match need not occur on the same dimenijion. 



It is f-) much moro fluid excluiDgc, Onr: person might, for example, trdde her 
superior J n 1 1 :i rcTir e for liis f^ranry physical ntLracl ivenci'.s . On some 
[general level, hov.^fvcr, an eqvirltoble hal.'ince is perceived. 

An nlLernat ivc paint, of view might: bo lahGlicu i;ia;-;:h:iizinr^ ,c>r sclf- 
Gnhanc.e:-v:Mit: . Th:ir. norion ^U'il'ulatcs th;ii people mnr.i prefer Lo interact 
v;ith hirjrly der, i iTtble othor.^, and to 1.1 le extent that thny are perceiveci loss 
po^-i lively, t)ie rela t J o^i.-^h j p if; Jesr; rewarding and eensequently less 
llkelv to continue . The prol^^lcni with a iiinximii^jng princii-O.e i:-. that v;hat 
is njar.im I ::in^; for one partner v:cmld be iiiiniinizing for the othier if they 
sliare r-.ir.'ilar percept: ions and valuer.. However, if it is true that the 
TDo^-t 5;at ■> 5s fyinp, rela I J onrdij p is nvixlTuizinf; , then there is room for 
bo tb a r I i V e f ; L r i v i n \\ an d c oj.-.n J t i v e eh a n j.^.e s in sue li a d 1 r ec t i on . 

1 do nc>t: vjisli to imply that 1 belic>ve these viewo to be contradictory. 
Alt.]ion;;.h tliey m;iy 5-ic:en so at first glnnce, thoy are ndt . One of nany 
in terf ac-e:-' 5 ^•drieli will encf^unter Ititer, sup,[^er>ts a irtodest tendency to 
J) e J 'c e i ve on a ^ s p nr tn e r s just a b i t mo re p os i t i vely t ha n on e s e.l f v:i t h in 
a relat- ioT^sli ip th.Tt. is j;cnev:;13y equitable, Tl^is is analogous to tlie 
pre f er.'nce for advanta;'.ecMis inequities v;i;jc]i cc|uity tlieorists have 
deser i b.-.ii iri economic siiaiationa, 1 do n'v?an i:o imply that tlierc are 
[•;ap'-5 in our unuerr- 1 "'ndi nr, cif bov; tliese tendencies interact in the 
])roc:]-i.^-5; I on f>f a 1 1" laeti. on , ini.cractic^n and rel a tionslii ps . The point of 
lliis research is to iiAamine liov; self -percep t. i on s , pcrcoj^tLons of one\s 
inter. M l i('n pcrln 's, and tli*' re.l.'U:.ivo i ' f crcncc-r^ bt ( \:een tlu'Sc 
.imi.)re ;i.ons rclat.e to a persoii's fee.] i.n;vs about thiU: rela t i onslrJ p , and 
the? coursr' tlie i r i n t erac* t :i on trd;es ovo)' tinie. 
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Th'jrt; i a ^',c'nc'va J. cn!C:-.lioi> of f-. ; ^ -ntciLion — or perbnp^ under] y.lnj^ 
n5:i.:u!r;pL.ior;S i r, a Iv.^Ctor ph/pfscj for :ll — vjhich nocds to be considered berorc. 
d.ir-ir.n.qsinp, our rc.salls. This c]ucnLj.oa nj^ks just bov; valid J.s it to cx--.nrn.nc 
tbc! (:::c]inri}'.c pr occs-.cjr Jn -;oc:inl r e.l.n C. ioiisli J p:.-; Jn terms of trait iiviproi-i i ons . 
i:quUv tlieory st i pul.ci tcf. ihr.'c the rc.lt:v.-mt diiiien!'. ions in any internet :ioii arc 
"ij*,|..ML's" — - v;b U: ona e.(»nl r J bii ten to n relationship — arid "outcome.^;" — v.diat 
one r,-t;^ out (m' it, in a iu:eat v.v\uy i nterpcirsouaJ. attraetion studies, inputs 
aiid ontcon-ri are co:T^]Kired on fa.ir Ly apparent, £;uperf a ciia.l. c)iaracteri..stics — 
p]i\-:.tea.1 a U: r^^ c t iv/cnenr, , slalu.s, ])opularity. In discussing actua.l on-[;oing 
relai.ioiu.h: pr., it seeia:-. neeei^sary to ev.tcnd tbio lic'.t more ;:;enerally to tlioe-c 
cpe.a.l i t Jes \;hieb ear]i ).)erfum brin[;s to tbe r clat ioardrip ^ and vlrlch cbaracterize 
their j nt crae I. i of) . la a very real senr.-e, what one contributor, xG oiicpel.f , 
aav.i v.'hat oia^ v,a i.ia; J a Lh.'. cither per:^on. Self- and other-pei cepti ens can in 
l]\\r. v:av he tbrn}ht oT ar^ ]^erceived :inputG and outcoraes in a .social excliaai^e, 
and their relative vr:luea as a measure of how et|ui.table (or evenly matched) 
th.eJr rela.tion-h ip aj-'pea-.s to t^ii^. veapoiulcnt. 

I)( I. eri'^ i n--uil a 0/ Saf i ^;_f"aej J oa^ an d ]' a u-n^r-s 

Vith I hi a f oruulat Len in mind ^ v:c. decided to sec hov; perceptions of scLt 
and (Aher reiaicd to tv/o central affectj.vo evalua LVicr>s of a relationship^: 
sat isfa. i: ifMi aiid perceived fairness. More speci f ical] y , our stratej^.y tJas to 
isolaCe lliose i^aCtci'ns of iinnressJons \;bj.ch best predicted satisfaction and 
faiineas. in tlir [riur srlf-caher -.ex pairinoa. Joe l^orac has already 
desci-ihed hov: our respnudtaits rated tlieniselves and their closest male and 
feinaJe mi terae L ant alony; .1 /♦ bipolar trait scales. At the same time, l.hey 
were asluui to iTKlieale on sii.rLlar scales hov .satisfying; that relationship 
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vns for- llif'ui .-snc) lir)'.' Tni.r it aj^nc.-i red ' (i 

For cich ol: I he ch/irac t.c-r LsL Ici.-; , as v;t.!ll as t he overall evalunliion 
which v;:if^ Ghl.'vinocl l^y r;ijr,im i n^"; ncrc^f^s all dimension.';, our s I: ratio [-,7 was t:o 
ei!l:or Lliru" r.cl f-^ewiJ u-mI: Ion ^ t:hoir evaluation of. tliis oilier person, the 
difference bc'V.v/ccn l:hcv':c Cv;o raLinj^G, and tha absoluLo value of this difforence 
j n I: o n s c r J c r. of h i. c ra r c 1 1 i ^ 1 1 iiu.i .1 1 :1 p 1 e r c jj,r c s ? : Ton rai a ly s c s predict :i.n .'^ a 1 1 o~ 
faclJop. r.r.d fairness. Of l.lio. ialLcr l:v;o tcrnsr-, Lha difftuence bcCwcen self 
and ulhcr v;as us-d Lo rcnroscnl: inpuC diffcronccs scmsJliive to direction: 
the absoliiLo value of Lhis difference vjas included to te^it: for inverted "V^' 
effecLs that is, dccn-^asns in satisfaction or perceived fairness as one 
mc'V(;S in cil.ljcr dlrr.'ctj'on from ecjuality, as equity theory v/ould seein to predict. 

S\jch a)i er.tenslve series of inter-"Curre-] atcd analyses of course carries 
v.'iLh it an i nconven i cMitiy large probability of chance results. To compensate 
for the "^Mavu j.chjl>].(i pJtfalJs,, t/o utilizi:d v/haC Tni£,ht best be labelled 
"inl: ero'-.u 1 <'ir ]K;t:tcrjT analysis" — that J.s, to be considered 5a particular 
result h'ul t.o be ritronr; and it hac- to be consistent. To this end, the 
i'actur : truet:ures reporl'ed by Pcnrafi prc^vided a franiev/ork. Any variabie yielding 
a ;.artif i p-attern of re!-.ultr; lia'J to be M'bstanti.ated by other vai-iablcs 
lo£-.dinr. on the s.-,me factoi;. Althoaj^.li this is far from a formal procedure, 
it does eliiunrte many obscure, trivial and "chancey" results and vjould seem 
to I'^e dcsi^'able in any res.earcli ur»in^; lar^re numbers of variables and analyses. 

J,op1: J n,'-', firs-t rA. the data for oppt»Mi ti^-se'-: rclati onsln];s^ soi.k'. i n t erer; t i n[^. 
j>.;U-e)'ns. vi'Aci . Ctnn^ i rM:en( 1 y , s.a t i.s f.ac ti tni raid fai.rncr'f; are liesl: jMi'dicled 
as a liui-ar function of how pt^s.i.t i vely tlie other person is evalu/Med, re^;ardless 
of v/liet.her v;e are talking; a])out. f(^i:U7les or males describiuf; tlieir closest 
oppusi.t-.e r,r>: friend. Tliis. can be seen in the firr.t slide, wlrich 
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prcr;ont.r; ::':'p.n-;it:u h LC:r;n'»:ii i nl ri"-' rc:^.:- " > 'ii rjnnly.sn.s using tlio overall c\m 1 uat i ons 
as prcdicioi::;. Tluit vnri<-jblo v;]ii.ch accounted for tl}.e lnr^',c.sl: proj^orliion of 
vra: j<uice .1 ov.'O'l f.o cnt:or iba nn<-i]y:;js firot; rhe addition.-il v.-iri.ince 

rirr.f)\uil.od i'vv by fiubsoqucnt: vnr i nb l.t's v/ns Lbcn l-cylcd for ni^^nif icanc: e t.o see 
j.f they ndd.'.d any npprcc.i .ib 1 o in fori'in U i en (cf. columns 2, 3, and 4). By 
coMi.)arin a vr. r i-blu ' (»nt:ribuLion to iho. ovcrnl.l rej;rcs;:;ion oqiiatlon vllh 
irii j.uir,Jo ;'>tii-C'-oi.-dcr cmutoJ al:.i.on (colutnn 5), \:c. can delcrininc just what each 
l:L!n:i tcl-l.L'. uni'-jur^ly about: F^aL.L:;f acUi on or fairness, and what: il sliares 
vnl.h ij'.u- i JiCcl-.s. Tor cxa.nplo, for ir>:lcG, Lhf^ir overall evaluation of 
ihff.r foinalo i'r/i'nd:; l)t\'*t, and J iiii|;1iL add raliicr strongly, predicts liox-/ 
sat J r-.f vjn',\ tlii.'': r t :l.i t i on.sb i n in, and hox;' fair il appearf:^ to bo. None of tlie 
o(i)';'r ten?:; adds any consequential variance. TIiu.s, tlie significant correlation 
\;it.li tlie :;eir-'Ot Iv.^r diffej-f-nce is m(>^^V. probably a function of otbe.r ratings, 
and not ae ! f-pr-rt: op L i c^nr; or iu^y inflependent iiieai.-ui'e of dif f e-rence . 

Given th'^ ratlier riubntanlial prc-portion of variau'/e accounted for (51%), 
this resulL carries noiae jnt.erentin^:, i n.plieat Loni . Hales find their closest 
feral e rel a ! i on:- h i p:^ .Ic^'ir.t r,at J i.;f yj and len.st fair when they perceive 
thc-ir par!r.er ler.s i"avorad)Iy; the nore. poi^ i. tive.l y they cj^e bar tlie more 
.'latir-^fvin^; aud fair Ldie j'ela t J onnh.i p . Furthermore, thJ c; pattern held across 
all of tb.cr evaluative dimensions i£^i^'i:Pii ^^^^cinl de5;irability — the frictor 
vbieh loa'led on phyaienl a tti:activen'.-^sr. , sex ai)peal, and poijularity. This 
factor and earh of ii;::; .individual items bo]:e no relation to sat i ..<,*f act.i f^n or 
fairness. VMiaUvm; th': fo.l e of physical Ix.'nuty in attraction, it may \vol 1 
have l.itt:le .impact on fe(0-,inj;a aliouL actual, on-goln^; relat i onsh 1 pr, , inst(\ad, 
nore soc i a 1 1 >*-lris( ^d rharacteristies i^er sona':jilil-.y , genuineness, conipetenco — 
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rclat.c-J to sal:.! sfacti on and fairncs:-. I'crrliaps iL i.s true, as VJalster anJ 
BurncliLM'd (197 A) liinCotl, Lh.it: attractive: ind iv.i clual.s fall to develop certain 
social sliili:.^ l)y Ic^nninr, too soon to rf\1.y on more superficial lucans of 
attraction and inl craction . 

Mure j;crmano to tlio point of thJ^; })apcr its the finding of a lincnr 
rolatjoa brtv;cen iiT'prci'f;.! oiis nnd satisfactJon fc)irneSfi, tlicrcby supporting 

a i!i:i>;iirii.':.in^-; hypotlicsiii and con tra- ind ica tinf^ any notions of ir.al:ching. Tlicse . 
Tna.lcr. vcr.:; clearly most plcaycid about tlieir intciractions v;it1i more personable 
and competent v/omcn. The pattern for fr^males is highly ^inu.lar. Flat isfeict: ion 
in tl!'.M'r closec'. t male r"e.1 at J on. sb ip ±3 strongly relat(?d to their evalua t :i.c>i]i^ 
of bin, and none of tlie. otlier variables; , Al tlTon;;^h fairnesra is likev;i.se 
besL predicted l)y oLher ovnluntions, nov; the absolute difference bet\v'e(.ni 
iu'.lf and ollv.'r co! i J l.ai t es a ^:ignif :i cant ;;];nre of uniques variai^ce. If v:c 
ireeall. tliat this tern in e.ssencci terjt:^ for equit}'- by examining differeneer; ir- 
res]X:CL ive of wlrird) p«-u:tner i j:; rated riore favorably, then it would seem tiint 
the.^e fer.K^les aje par ce J.vini; nnf a:» rne.s?; \vborc e_2,'-_ll^i'" P^^'t^^^t'-r is evaluated 
more favoral^ly. Thi.s effc^ct. and tin? iiJlronger linear trend hong togetlier 
liecHit L Til] Ly : an inverted "V'* v;hone }:iglit L-ido. has been roised . Or, to put 
ill in v;or(h'-~', thr: f.ijrc::^t reJ r tionsivi.p occurs vdicn one's partner is perceived 
slirjitly iiu>re revoral>ly thcin oaer.eir. l.rtrge discrepancies are le:.-s fair, 
but a diffc'.rcnre of a given magnitude is fairo: V7hen the other person is 
favored ml, lie r than on".sclt. Tlii s ir;, hy the v/ay, consist (nU v.'itli Llie 
j^ayi'ifMit inccpiity ,1 i ( eraturt.-. SulvjecLs are traditionally more liolernnt of 
overpc'iy tlian underj^jy, and ve migl)t Civy that these fenaJ.cs see a rein tioviship 
vjJ til a inal(.' frJeiid a.s faii-er if tl^ey arc over-reward c^d by liJm rather tliaii 
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un«.lGr-rov.\'irded . But note this v;ns cni' v true for perceived fairncji^s; no sucli 
iiivcrLcd "V'* occ\'rvcd fur 8at.:if;fnct:ion. Apj^nron tly VAicy is^crc x/.i .1.1 in[; to nc:l:nuw~ 
l('d[;c li.irJiur Ollicr cvMiUiaLion rc.'I aLicMi5;liiivs as soinewh.-Jt. unfair v/iHuHit any 
ciiminuLJua in tluiii. :.;al: i-:;f rir i; Ion . V.vcn vji.L'liin tlics^c consL raintn , l:1ion, 
a maxinii.;: i n[; poiuL of vicv; is \:i\voxcd, BoLli laalcs and females were iiioro 
.sa I: i sf ,i cd v;i.Lh oj^po.s i i. ti-::r'X rc»laL j.onr.hj'ijs to tlic extent: that they perceived 
tlujJr pr.L'tnr.r n^oro j'o:-- ! t:lvc ly. 'J1iis hodoni.stic tendency nay liavu- import^-int 
con.sequciicL G for the developinent arid .stabi.l i {.y of a r e.l a tio^sl^-^ p , of couri^e, 
and tills \;j_Jl bo dif^cu.s^jed jaler, Matcliin^ on personal diarac teris tic s docs 
not r: eeir. f v Ind Ic d l c. : r t i r. [;ic. t :i o m , 

lnt(a*ef; t j.n(;,ly , t\H\ fenialc pattern aiiieri^;cd only on d lineasions incor pora tinr, 
ratjji-s of Ills .socJal desirability and i)ersona blj ii.:y. Coinpctence-ladcu adjectiv^?s 
i;liov;cd no .systema t ir relation to na t j.s fac ti on or fairnosn. Given tliat 
c.o;ijpctcnr c predicti-i female attraction to niaJes in Forac \s data, perhaps, 
ar, v;itli thci males for v/liom social desirabiJ.i ty i^redicted attraction but not 
satinf act J on , l-he factors wliicli infJ.uenca onporiitc sex attraction are 
iudepend er.l. of tlio:.Jo uhicli c'if»teriiiino affective relictions to the rolatdon- 
si rip once interact i. on baij bo^;uii- This temp ti Tig interpretation is fX)ino\;1iat 
constrained by tl)e £r>ct that v.'c are dealing v;ith coller^e f reslipcop] e and 
sopboinor or. 5 v.dio niay have boon simultaneourJ.y n::p3.oring and testing stereotypical 
attract.i ons . llov:evcr, it in remind scent of Lcvin^cir^s descriptions 
of the differing', cbara.c L ei'i st i cs v;liicli i nf lucnce relat ionshi ]>s at 

V .' 1 r i Q {\ 1 c V e 1 o f i n t i i:i a c y . To the e x t e n 1: that this i > a 1 1 e r n j.; o n e r a 1 i ;r: e r, 
to older ind ividualf. , it would r^cem to hjf;hl'if,ht the often-cited, ::e1do:n- 
studied procec>r: by v-'hi. ch f irrst i.iupi'csslonr. turn into enduring rela tions]iii)s . 

9 
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Thci pi.cturc; for i^nhio. .sex vcO a r i < i • li Lp:-» differG, and in less conr. Lr:l:enl: 
acx'oss f-jc::. F(n- inalf-;.;, nnt j Lifac l: i on i^^; a;;.!-!!! best doscribod as an increasing 
l:ir;r'ar function of li jv- |«or: iLivr.l y lIjG Other j^crsuni i" pGVcciv^od. Hov^ever, 
now Llic d<';;r('C to vliveli S<.O.f .-nid OLli^ir arc} evaluated cqnivalent J y adds a 
significant inn: Lion oT variai'ce and In additie^n turns out to be the bf^st 
pridicter ^jf la irncs:; . Jn otliej: v/ords, inateliiiij; doc:: reflect fairncsr'. in 
I'lci J c~i uil int(M:actlonr--, and is an ]'ir!['ortaut dcturminant of satisfaction. 
rultiu<; tlie ef feel s tej^'.etiicr , t1ie data ajrain su[^/',ast p,reatcr acceptance 

favorabi.e jaequfty. The inorl r.a 1 1 yin^ relationship is one in v;hich 
a T.ri-le':.; ( le.-<. st ma. I friciHl is p*'rcexvod soinev:hat more positively thian 
hini;;cv*lf. He Lat J on:; from .such a natxh In either direction iuply unfairness, 
a fact vhi.cli d(:.vrea:;e.'-: tlio satisfaction derived from that relationship. 
An add ivrtal fartc-r eni cm'.s the analyser, her;:. Self-ratin^^s add a siv^nificant 
pr^^p^^i:l ion of variraicr. in pr ed Le t :i.n:; fairnejis, suc:h that the rr.ore fJ0!i;it 1 vely 
n male evaluates l)ur;olf, the fairer he sees tui:; relationship. This factor 
v.-.i I 1 api-'i-ar a:':iin in perr(M'ved faiincss. for f enualc-f emale r ela tionsliips , and 
ju.'U- \;]iy 1 i -eval \ja t i ou;j :dion I d he; .salient ou.ly in saine~sex satisfaction is, 
frri:d:ly, nr.r.lc^r. Perliaps thi: \ip';ard striviii^j, nature of our he tcrosc?^ainl 
relat.ionslii]';'. precjudes mwch concern over seJ f-i>erccptians . 

Inter f-MJri:;i.y encMi..;!:, tiii;: pattorn cross-ruts all of the evaluative 
d j^:;enr: ! oi\:; wlih tli'.i f^.ce[)tion of the self-couipetencc factor. At least for 
jnal<'-n^ile J.-'.- hi l" u.Mi/di i , (liere i:; a :;ni-t of halo effect in v;hic]i positive 
e\Mlua I, i oik; of ihr Otiier arc: as.soe lat.c'd v/i I h increased sa t i.sf ae t i on 
rc;\:ird le:;s f^f vdiicli eh:i rae te r i s t i c it refers to. This raises an i n t< • res t i n ( 
Hanv liavc :;pLjkon ol' a r '•.•*:ip.l c;r.ien Laril y princi.ivle of social c>:chnnf;e, v;hei:e 
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cnc- i nd i V ii'tirl k.I;-J:i. Li.i'Ic. :i IcV' *, of :i n U;!! ip.onc o tor anotlier's 

aLtii-.ict. n.' i ■•jl- J I i ly or jvcpu .1 r i. t;y . In cill of our inLuractioii caLc- 
r.orJ-rs, un '■•K-h cm i^c 1 :: L.i ( 'n.'^ wrv. Tf.Mnci. Ti-c-:i.|-. cliff oro.iiccf; \;crc ei'Lhcr ' posit, j.vc.l y 
related, c-r ni.^t at nil. i'crh:']^:- ar..KLn., Llu.r= mi\y not bo tli.'.'. car.e for first: 
iinj'irc^^:: .! cj;: - . 

Si'' L .:.t liui f .'.Irjic::;;; i'oi- f cii'.i Ir.i; in lhair c.1o.s2:-;t r.nnu^-so:: icJ.ntlon- 

s-j!)-^?: \v'r'' ;vi;-ih;i (n i.vjI-s with oiiO not^iblc i\;^i5;sion. Only Olhcr cvnjiu^tiun 
jM-fjJirt^' ;..t: i :jf .uM: i , r'likl only f'llf cvaliK'tion rolfitr^cl to fairin\ss. The 
r.\i I c'li i r,:: 1< i.i ::h(r...'! do :ipr.r<. c offtxt: lu olthor nnalyi'^'r-. Only p LU'sc^nabil i t y 

rc- 1 t'/:-r k.' t f .iv i' ^ ' . Til i r-; tci^rlciicy i r; Idf.Mitical to t/irJ: found for 
oppo:.; i I : : r -.-.l rj t i f m; ;n ; ; . tl}(>iirli it occurs or^ n noj.c llinitcd hqI of 
at I 1- iiMi iliir; i v:-' i:n|!,;it o^ju'ct, lio-.;cvor, nun^ei.'ous studios liave 

filtorai f o: :a I r ■ Ti/MO Ir' d^-: ]:; lo t>r: pi-iri'iriJy c(Ti)':jrneu vitl' ^l^o qur'l.It:y of tlieir 
:i 111 (M-Mcr:; M i r t • 1 I; t u: ; :] ' j j > . it ir. nol sur]i].' i.s .Mip^ Ib.cMi, tiia t v.-o]iiou nhould 1)0 ^v.cm'c 
r'.ut ' f i ; ; v r.-.ct i ir ; \-:\[-\\ r:\^vci ]\".j.*r-'/ir',i)!i c vjOnVP., regard.'! ci.ss of otlior attrihuter;* 

T n c o i r 1 1: I j n ; ; I . ] i i. r- 5 ; c ^ c t i o n , 1 1 1 o r 1 1: c 5 Lion of j ii s t vj] i y n » a J. e-ma 1 e } > a :i r s 
v^ro n.'):>L c:o]i.M.:];n< vi.tli (-luily ncodr. to he r^rirod. Tor tluroo of tlie four 
s'::--dya'l r^'i j aj'jf rt: is a ])or; 1 1 J vcly i lurr (?a :j i fuvjct.ion of ji.ijjr c-sr,i(»u 

f avo-ra h j .1 ;] I \ -~ ti)ruj:\li d i i.ujn.^: I on,*:; on udiieh tho. ]>attcrjT cM:iorr,oG rdiov/ 

I'K'.an i jr'.f u 1 i-r:-. --r^' ' atr .1 v.-.; ia ? j fui:; . M.my tri'u] j tional cjquity rcso.aarclici":; lia.vc 
i'ound Hiale.'' r'.»Ma? fuM-of' nii/.d \/ith c-qi.' ' table rc.\;.; I'dr^ , j^a r t i cn.l arly v;l)Pr) rdiarin^; 
ri t .ad: p.-iyfrfi \. i t b .auil bor ii:.:!' '. Vcidiap.s ma 1 o .'au- i a j i .xa t ,i (^a , vilb 

I \ r. liiipli.-i:: i » I i i t. < ! i< ( ■ ! ( i <■ 1 ( 'd by d i r I; . 1 1/.'-'^- fir c.Vi.i ):y^'a.C; to *'dn Imm sbaro" 

or "pull b':'' lti-:d'\ ! It'ui a nialr to feral 1 h i*o;i t^.n* 'd if be \7ai3 not 

run t r i bii 1 ! ay. bi:: ;l).(ro { .i ra' 1 (. i our b 1 j) in Ibia oar.c^, by virt. lu^ of bi.^ 
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social attributes falling; short of. tlmse he perceives his male friend to 
possess* Such feelingn v;ould diminish the satisfaction derived from the relation- 
ship, ThJs explauci tion is of course speculative, but it seems to corroborate 
many infonnal observations. Of the 9 colleagues I asked to predict which 
of the so: dyads would be mostly to shovj dissatisfaction with perce3.ving one's 
partner more positively than oneself, 8 replied male-male. It seems to 
me that further research into the basis for tliis sex difference would be 
not only fruitful for a number of areas within social psychology but fascinating 
aj; well. 

Jmpre ssi_c)ns__n rl t he Pr o [; res. si on of Social Interaction 

Given that these patterns begin to describe how our respondents felt 
^d)out Goma of their primary relationships at an early point in the academic 
year, an importnilt question appears: how did these perceptions influence 
the progro35^ion of their interactions with each other? Equity theory, for 
example, predicts that relationships involving individuals who do not 
perceive themselves ns evenly matched are likely to be unstable. On the 
o*:her hand, people v;ould seem to prefer maintaining those relationships 
whicli are most sntisfying — which in tlirec of our four sex groupings 
involved anotlier person viewed more positively than oneself. Thus, our 
task bcjcamo a simple one, at lea?^t in words: to examine the relationship 
beiwccn perceptions of Self and Other at one point in time, and changes 
in in terac I Ion l)ClwccMi that point and ;inoth(^.r 6 months later. In keeping 
with the bolia vior-orinnted .spirit of tlic otlior presentations in this symposium, . 
we decided to focus on two blatant measures of a relationsliip * s evolution: 
whether or not those individuals are still interacting v/itli each other 6 
months later, nnd chnuges in the number of interactions they sliaro per day, 
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corrected for overall differences in (.otal interactions frcm one semester 
to the next. I might mention that the interaction records of which we 
speak are those described by Wliecler earlier, collected over two-week 
intervals in October and in April. 

Let us examine opposite^sex relationships first . For females , the 
pattern of chan^^e refj.ects what we mlglit have proposed earl.ier. Recall 
that females were most satisfied if interacting v;ith highj.y favorable males, 
although they did acknov/ledge a degree of inequity in such a relationship. 
Here, the less positively they rated themselves, the more likely they were 
to be continuing a relationship with this person 6 months later, and the 
more interactions tlicy were sharing. Further, the absolute value of tiie 
difference betv/een Self and Other ratings accounts for a significant portion 
of additional variance. Substantial differences in eitlier direction typified 
relationships v;hich ended, while smaller discrepancies characterized relation- 
sln'ps which endured. Thus, putting these two effects together, V7e might 
say that these women continued and even intensified their social interactions 
with their closest male friend to the extent tliat they evaluated themselves 
Gomewhat less favoiabn.y. However, in those relationsliips in which they 
described themselves smUjs tcjntially different from him, and especially more 
positively, future iiitert'action was less likely. Although non-^matched relation- 
ships turned out to be unstable, the tendency to be relatively more tolerant 
of over- rev,' a i: d i n f: i n cm | u i t: :i. e s p e r s i s t e d . x t re i ne 1 y o ve r-- r e w a v d :l n g re 1 a t i o n si) i ]) s 
those which i:hey hnd pvevLously described cis highly satisfying but unfair — wei 
unstable. At least here, the integrating notion that maximizing predicts 
preference l)nt cciuity j-iredicts continuity receives support. 

For males, interaction changes with their closest female friend are 
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altto most b'tirunj^ly related to their ,sr' 1 f-cvaluations , but curiously, in the 
opposite direction. The more positive his self-ratings, the more likely 
he v;ill still be interacting with her 6 months later, and the more often 
as well. Perhaps tliis reversal can be informative about the satisfaction 
pattern discussed earlier. Males were morr -i their female 

relationships the more positively they pc : I irtner. This may 

indicate that the aforementioned upward striving tendency is primarily 
oriented toward gainin^^ positive feedback about oneself. Since such extrinsic 
strategies are likely to fail in the long run (especially if their self- 
percolations possess some accuracy or prophecy value) maximizing relationships 
may lose the source of their satisfaction and diminish in importance. 
This interpretation is, of course, speculative but it does open tlie door to 
some interesting questions and research on sex and sex-role differences in 
tho meaning of social interaction. 

In contrast, the pattern for male same-sex relationships was clearer. 
Earli.er, v;e noted that the male-male grouping was most concerned with 
equitable matches, and their interaction data support this contention. 
Perceiving a large difference between oneself and another male predicted 
less frc(]i]ent interaction over time, and a relationsliip which was likely 
to end. Relationships which continued and even increased in frequency 
of interaction were characteri/^ed by equally favorable impressions. 
There is soiue maximi?:ing tendency, as before, in that Other evaluations 
do add a small proportion oT variance. However, if the contin\iity of an 
Interaction is any key, then the importance of matchi.ng in male-male 
relationships is further highlighted. 

The picture would not be complete without examining female same-sex 
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relationships, ^ind uuforf-unnLcly , th^'.':*' clata do not present a complete or 
consistent picture » But the fact that these changes iv^ere least predictable 
is interesting in and of itself. Although satisfaction and fairness were 
appreciably related to improsi^-ions , ^he iiia^nitude of this relationship was 
smoller than in any of the otbcii: groupings- In the data v/hich Nezlek and 
Wheeler have already descrihGd> this pairing shov: ' thr^ • ^^st variation in 

Interaction patterns over the ^ix month Period. Perhatv^ uie pervasiveness 
of these changes, as well as in the underlying factors which Ne?;lek 

and VJheeler utili?^ed to account for ^ho^y suggests that we must look to 
more complex patterns in assodnting Imp^'essions with the development of 
female same sex relationsli ipy. And thi^ we are already planning, for it 
points out the need to delve i^^to these Phenomena more deeply. 

If it is possible to suuiniai^jzo such an amoj:phous set of data briefly, 
I v;ould like to present a very global overviev; of our results. VJith tlie 
exception of male same-sex pai'^s, satLnfaction in an ongoing, close 
relationship increases to the ^Xtent th/^t one percoiyer? that person more 
positively* Although there 15 ^ome recC>gnition that relationships vn'-th 
highly regarded others may be inequit i>ij,le , this does not diminish their 
satisfaction, excepting male-TflciXe pairs for wliom such impressions are 
distressing. In contrast, matching Plays a more important role in the 
developin-jnt of tlioj^o relationr^ilps . Thosti indiv I.chials who perceived theiiiselve 
and t heir partners as similar '^^'^iro mn^^t: likely to continue and increase 
their interactlonii , although again thorci Was some upward striving tendency in 
continuing interactions as Woll. 
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Xt socrns obvious by nov/ tliat: the equity and the maximizing points 
of ^ic^^ ^^'O contra^iVictory in any sense. They speak with differential- 

Vc^^^ht'^ to clifferent aspects of the same phenomenon. But if satisfaction 
Xi} ^ functioii of the preference for more desirable others, what is the 
i^j^ch^^j-iism by ^'^hich a highly satisfying relationship becomes unstable? 
AiT^ (;heir pc^rccptious of each other ' red, and to the extent that they are,* 
(\o^H instability derive simply mu -satisfaction of the more positive 

p^^^nor? Or^ does the imbalance evci. ally induce anxiety in the less 
pc^^^ti'^^ Pai^^^er indep^iidently ? VTliat factors mediate the changes in 
p(?°^lc'-' pci^ceptions of themselves, their friends and their relationships 
^0 theii-" i.nf ^-ractions progress? How do specific relationships fit into 
pt^^hlc's perceptions of their more general social environment? Wlaat we have 
p^e^^^tcd he'^^Q- is preliTiiinary and exploratory, and we mean most to emphasize 
ot>'- inc^tho;is «"nd our approach. We believe they v/ill prove useful in expanding 
tJi^ qUestio^^ of who int:r racts v;ith whom, hov; much, and v;hy? 
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Table 1 

Regression Analyses for Opposite Sex Relationships 



he R- 



F' (Inc) 



Contributing Factorf 



MES (With females) 



Satisfaction 



Other 


.717 




48.84 


< .001 .72 


ABS (S-0) 


.720 


.005 


<1 


-.24 


S-0 


.725 


.007 


<1 


-.51 


Self 


.725 


.000 


<1 


.29 


Fairness 
Of:. 






19.47 


< .001 .54' 


ABS 


.545 


.003 


<1 


-.13 


Self 


.547 


.001 


<1 


.29, 


S-0 


.547 


.000 


<1 


-.32' 



x4 



•k-k 



Ker Personality (r » .67) 
Her Genuineness (r = .29) 
Ker Conipctence (r = .29) 
My Genuineness (r = .35) 



Her Genuineness (r = .43) 
Her Personability (r =i,29) 
Her Coapetence (r = .26) 



FEMALB (Wth nales) 



Satisfaction 



Other 


.724 


25.38 


< .001 .72 




Self 


.740 . .022 


1.07 


.21.^* 


Hie .;xial -ssir. (r = 


S-O 


.745 .008 


<1 


-.65 


Hii 2£rson:^:ility (r = 


m (S-0) 


jkj .000 


<1 


-.29 




Fairness 










Other 


... '3 


9.40 


< ,1 .57 


His Social ,3esir (r = 


A£S (S-0) 


.173 


6.90 


< 12 -.23 


His Barsonobility (r = 


Self 


. :i .013 


<1 


'.28 ■ 




S-O 


. C3 .017 


<1 


-.40' 





** p < .01 
' * p < .05 



Table 2 



Regressiori Analyses for Same Sex Relationships 



MES (\vith males ). 

Satisfaction 

Other 
ABS (S-0) 
Self 
S-0 

Fairness 

ABS (S-0) 
Self 
Other 
S-0 



FEMALES (vlth feniales) 

Satisfaction 

Other 
ABS (S-0) 
Self 
S-0 

Fairness 

Self 

Other 

S-0 

ABS (S-0) 



I 


Inc R^ 


F (he) 


.565 




21.57 


.700 


.171 


15.17 


"7 11 

.711 




<i 


.712 


.001 


<1 


.517 


• 


16.79 


.613 


.108 


*7 *70 

7.7o 


.625 


.015 


<1 


.625 


.000 


<1 


.539 




5.40 


.5^3 


.005 


<1 


.544 


.001 


<1 


.544 


.000 




.36S 




3,63 


.407 


.030 


<1 


.407 


.000 


<1. 


.407 


.000 


<1 



Contributing Factors 



<-.001 
< .001 



< .001 

< .01 



< .01 



< .10 



.56 

.27 
-.33" 



-.52 

.46'" 
.27 
• 3.1. 



.54 
-.13 
.16, 
-.42 



.37 
.22 
.01 
-.13 



His Personahility (r = .43) 
His Social Desir (r = .32) 
■Eis toetence (r = .30) 
My Friendliness (r = .34) 
My Social Desir (r = .31) 



My Social Desir (r = .30) 
My Genuineness (r = .30) 



Her Personability (r = .61) 



Hy Social Desir (r = .35) 



** p < .01 
* p < .05 



ERIC 
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Table 3 



Regression Analyses for Opposite Sex bteractions 



was feith fenales) 
Still Interacting ? 
Self 

ASS (S-0) 

S-0 

Ocher 

if ... . L-d}' Liange 

Self 

ABS (S-0) 

S-0 

Other 





Tnc R^ 


F (Ire) 


p 

• 




ContributlRo Factors 


.3^9 




3.05 


< .10 


.35 


> 

Vy Social Desir 


.350 


.001, 


<1 




-.10 




.350 


.000 


<1 




1' 




.350 


.000 


<1 




..0 




.404 




4.29 


< .05 


-.40* ■ 




.435 


.026 


1.00 




.29 ■ 




.442 


• .006 


<1 




-.22 




.442 


.000 


<1 




-.14 





mms (v:i:h ir.ales) 



Still izreracting ? 
Self 

ASS (S-0) 

Other 

S-0 

I Per Day Change 
Self 

ABS (S-0) 
Other 
' S-0 



.579 




6.^0 


< .02 


-•55, 


.744 


.213 


3.47 


< .07 


-.39 


.759 


.023 


<1 




-.32 


.760 


.001 


<1 




.01 


.312 




1.30 




.31 


.347 


.023 


<i 




-.19 


.353 


.004 


<1 




.04 


.353 


.000 


<1 




.13 




21 









My CoEpetence 
His Personability 
His CoEpeteace 



* p < .10 
p < .05 

' ERIC 



Note: Still Interacting is a dichotomous variable coded (0) = not interacting (1) still interacting 
presently. 

I Per Day Change is computed by subtracting the number of interactions in the Spring from the 
Fail, both divided by the total number of interactions during that time period to correct for 
omrall changes. Positive numbers indicate decreases over time. ^ ■ ^ , 

fhf> tpo v',ri3bl£s r.re d-je to directional differences in sco.nn?. ,„ 



Table 4 



Regression Analyses for Sme. Sex Interactions 



I ^ F (Inc) P r Contribking Factors 

YAilS (with nales) 



Still Interacting ? 



ABS (S-0) 


.311 


*• 


3.10 


< .09 


-.31 


His Personability 


Other 


.368 


.039 


1,72 




.27 


His Social Desir. 


S-0 


.381 


.009 


<1 




-.11 


Hy Genuineness 


Self 


.383 


.002 


<1 




.21 




Per Day Change 
























m 




ABS (S-0) 


.534 




11.58 


< .005 






Other 


.565 


.034 


2.11 




-.32' 




S-0 


.579 


.016 


<1 




.09 




Self 


.580 


.001 


<1 




-.29 





Fr/AL?S (vdth fer.ales) 



Still Interacting ? 



S-0 


.373 




2.90 


< .10 


.J/ 


;J3S (3-0) 


.350 


.013 


<1 






Other 


.391 


.001 


<1 




-.30 


Self 


. ^ / 1 


.000 


<1 




.15 



Her Ccsjcter.ce 



Her Personability 



Per Bay Change 



ABS (S-0) 


.270 




1.42 


-.27 


Self 


.348 


.048 


<1 


-.19 


S-0 


.348 


.000 


<1 


-.04 


Other 


.348 


.000 


<1 


-.03 



Note: Still Iriteracting is a dichotomous varia|te coded (O) .r not interacting (1) still interacting present 
ly. 

1 Per Day Change is cocputed by subtracting the nunber of interactions in the Spring from the Fall, 
both divided by the total number of interactions during that time period co correct for overall 
changes. Positive raabers indicate decreases ever time. 
23 Sim differences betifeen the two variailes are due to directional differences in scoring. , n j 



* p < .10 
■ p < .05 
*** p < .01 

. ERIC 



